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DETAILED ACTION 

In response to amendment filed 1/29/2008, claims 1-20 are pending in this application. 
Claim Objections 

Claims 17-18 are objected to because of the following informalities. It is unclear whether these 
claims are directed to a method or an apparatus. Appropriate correction is required. Applicant's remarks 
indicate that claim 18 has been amended. However, the claim appears to be original. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9-11, and 13-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
Larsen (US 7,134,088). 

This holding, incorporated herein, is maintained from the prior action for the cited claims as 
amended. Response to the applicant's remarks are provided below and incorporated herein. 

Regarding claim 1, Larsen discloses a method for preparing for and responding to a building 
incident comprising the steps of: collecting a plurality of components of characteristic information about 
a building and collecting relationship information about the building; interrelating the plurality of 
components of the characteristic information through the relationship information to create linked 
characteristic information; and providing linked characteristic information in a floor plan layout. See Col. 
2, lines 58-67; Col. 6, lines 13-33; Col. 9, lines 58-67; Col. 12, lines 5-30. Larsen additionally discloses 
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the feature of allowing a user to review characteristic information and relationship information of the 
building in order to identify any modifications or corrections. See Col. 12, lines 45-46. 

Regarding claim 3, Larsen discloses a method including the steps of determining contact 
information from the linked characteristic information; for contacting individuals during an incident. See 
Col. 15, lines 30-56. 

Regarding claim 5, Larsen discloses a method further comprising the step of selecting an 
electronic format. See Col. 5. 

Regarding claim 7, Larsen discloses a system for preparing for and responding to a building 
incident comprising: a collector capable of collecting characteristic information and relationship 
information about a building (See Col. 11, lines 5-67); interrelating the plurality of components of the 
characteristic information using a linkage controller the creates links using relationship information; an 
operations controller capable of providing the linked characteristic information in a predetermined format. 
See Col. 2, lines 58-67; Col. 6, lines 13-33; Col. 9, lines 58-67; Col. 12, lines 5-30. Larsen additionally 
discloses the feature of allowing a user to review characteristic information and relationship information 
of the building in order to identify any modifications or corrections. See Col. 12, lines 45-46. 

Regarding claim 9, Larsen discloses a system wherein the characteristic information includes 
building characteristics, utilities list, photographs, and emergency response list. See Col. 15-16. 

Regarding claim 10, Larsen discloses a linkage controller comprising an information collector 
capable of receiving characteristic information and relationship information; a relationship builder 
capable of establishing relationships among a plurality of components; the relationship builder capable of 
creating linked characteristic information from the characteristic information and the relationship 
information; and information modifier. See Col. 11- Col. 14. 
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Regarding claim 11, Larsen discloses a system wherein said operations controller comprises: an 
operator interface capable of receiving requests for characteristic information; a searcher capable of 
retrieving the requested characteristic information; an information formatter capable of preparing the 
retrieved requested characteristic information in a pre-determined format; and an information supplier 
capable of sending the characteristic information to a requester. See Figs. 1-24B. 

Regarding claim 13, Larsen discloses a relationship database for storing characteristic 
information, relationship information and linked characteristic information. See Col. 3, lines 20-35. 

Regarding claim 14, Larsen discloses a method for configuring a system for preparing for and 
managing an incident in a building comprising the steps of: verifying a floor plan for the building; 
photographing pre-determined locations parts of the building; collecting statistics related to the building; 
linking the photographs and the statistics to the floor plan; and providing the linked information in a pre- 
determined format. See Col. 2, lines 58-67; Col. 6, lines 13-33; Col. 9, lines 58-67; Col. 12, lines 5-30. 
Larsen additionally discloses the feature of allowing a user to review characteristic information and 
relationship information of the building in order to identify any modifications or corrections. See Col. 12, 
lines 45-46. 

Regarding claim 15, Larsen discloses a method wherein the statistics include individuals related 
to the building. See Col. 15, lines 30-56. 

Regarding claim 16, Larsen discloses a method further comprising the step of selecting 
the pre-determined format from a group consisting of electronic format and paper format. See 
Col. 5. 

Regarding claim 17, Larsen discloses a method that is executed on node in a computer network. 
See Col. 3, lines 20-35. 
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Regarding claim 18, Larsen discloses a computer readable medium having instructions embodied 
therein for executing the method. See Col. 3, lines 20-35. 

Regarding claim 19, Larsen discloses a method including the steps of receiving a selection of a 
component and providing linked characteristic information that is interrelated to the selection and 
provides information related to a building incident. See Col. 10, lines 17-35. 

Regarding claim 20, Larsen discloses a method including the steps of receiving a selection of a 
room in the building; and providing a photograph of the room in response to the selection. See Col. 7, line 
65 - Col. 8, line 6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of .'5 1 .S.( . I 03(a ) which forms the basis for all ob\ iousne-ss rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are 
summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

Claims 2, 6, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Larsen (US 7,134,088) in view of Neiman et al. (US 6,604,126; hereinafter Neiman). 

This holding, incorporated herein, is maintained from the prior action for the cited claims as 
amended. Response to the applicant's remarks are provided below and incorporated herein. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 8, Larsen discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of 
explicitly disclosing the claimed feature of validating users. However, Neiman teaches a method and 
system for displaying structural plans responsive to emergency tactical situations, wherein a user must log 
in with a password. See Figs. 13-15. Thus, in view of Neiman, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method described in Larson, by validating users of a computer 
system, in order to provide a predictable result of protecting sensitive information. 

Regarding claim 6, Larsen discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of 
explicitly disclosing the claimed feature of providing a handheld device. However, Neiman teaches a 
method and system for displaying structural plans responsive to emergency tactical situations, wherein 
users may access the system using remotely located handheld devices 310. See Col. 10, lines 4-7. In 
view of Neiman, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the computer 
system described in Larsen, by providing a handheld device, in order to allow responding emergency 
personnel to remotely access critical building emergency information. 

Claims 4 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Larsen (US 
7,134,088) in view of Pyle (US 4,446,454). 

This holding, incorporated herein, is maintained from the prior action for the cited claims as 
amended. Response to the applicant's remarks are provided below and incorporated herein. 

Regarding claims 4 and 12, Larsen discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the exception 
of explicitly disclosing the feature of (as per claim 4) automatically contacting individuals through use of 
electronic contact information; (as per claim 12) a dispatcher. However, Pyle teaches an alerting system 
for emergencies, wherein an automatic telephone dialer 460 is activated to make a telephone call to a 
designated emergency number, such as a police or fire department dispatcher. See Pyle, Col. 5, lines 43- 
54. Thus, in view of Pyle, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
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Larsen's emergency contact list, by providing an automatic contacting device, in order to receive a 
prompt response to the emergency. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/29/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant emphasizes that Larson does not disclose or suggest the newly added 
limitation of receiving updates to existing information and interrelating or linking updated 
information. The examiner disagrees. Larson discloses the feature of allowing a user to link 
HTML pages for displaying and linking images and maps (See Col. 12, lines 5-30). Larsen 
additionally discloses the feature of allowing a user to review characteristic information and relationship 
information of the building in order to identify any modifications or corrections. See Col. 12, lines 45-46. 

Applicant additionally purports that it would not be obvious to modify the device 
described in Larson in view of Neiman's teaching of a handheld device. In response to applicant's 
argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to 
produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Larsen discloses all of 
the claimed subject matter with the exception of explicitly disclosing the claimed feature of 
providing a handheld device. However, Neiman teaches a method and system for displaying 
structural plans responsive to emergency tactical situations, wherein users may access the system 
using remotely located handheld devices 310. See Col. 10, lines 4-7. In view of Neiman, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the computer system 
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described in Larsen, by providing a handheld device, in order to allow responding emergency 
personnel to remotely access critical building emergency information utilizing a portable device, 
and therefore improving emergency personnel response. Applicant's position is that the 
introduction of Neiman's architecture would render Larsen unsuitable for its intended purpose. 
However, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what 
the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the 
art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). In this case, the portability 
advantages of a handheld device would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, with 
predictable results, such as improved response time. 

With respect to dependent claims 4 and 12, applicant argues that Neither Larsen and Pyle 
make obvious applicant's claimed step of automatically contacting individuals through the user 
of electronic contact information automatically determined from the linked characteristic 
information. The examiner disagrees. Larson discloses a "Critical Information & Telephone #'s" 
in menu 1 1 l(See Fig. 16), wherein emergency contact personnel are linked to specific phone 
numbers. Larsen discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of explicitly 
disclosing the feature of (as per claim 4) automatically contacting individuals through use of 
electronic contact information; (as per claim 12) a dispatcher. However, Pyle teaches an alerting 
system for emergencies, wherein an automatic telephone dialer 460 is activated to make a 
telephone call to a designated emergency number, such as a police or fire department dispatcher. 
See Pyle, Col. 5, lines 43-54. Thus, in view of Pyle, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to modify Larsen's emergency contact list, by providing an automatic 
contacting device, in order to receive a prompt response to the emergency. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

- Lemelson et al. (US 6,873,256) - disclose an intelligent building alarm with an 
emergency calling feature. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CAMERON SAADAT whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4443. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert E. Pezzuto can be reached on (571) 272-6996. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Cameron Saadat/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
4/14/2008 



